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FARLEY UNITED METHODIST
CHURCH WILL CELEBRATE ITS
150TH ANNIVERSARY

HON. MARCY KAPTUR

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 7, 1998

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
give special recognition to the Farley United
Methodist Church in Richfield Township in
Northwest Ohio. On October 18, 1998, the
church will celebrate its 150th anniversary.

The Farley Society was founded in 1848.
Later named the Farley Methodist Church, and
then the Farley United Methodist Church, the
church is a small rural congregation in the
town of Berkey, Ohio. Strongly supported by
its members, succeeding generations of the
original founding families still attend the
church. To quote one of its members, “Al-
though the church remains today as a small,
country church, it has been part of the fabric
and an influence in the Richfield Township
community for generations.”

| am pleased to commemorate the church’s
150th anniversary. This milestone is a testa-
ment to faith, to the strength of community,
and to the values of family, tradition, and com-
ing together. A church is only as strong as its
members, and the 150 year long journey of
the Farley United Methodist Church has only
come about through the faith and persever-
ance of its congregants. Their lives have cer-
tainly been made richer through their faith, but
our community has also been made richer by
the church’s presence. The simple white struc-
ture at the town crossroads has housed gen-
erations of souls uplifted by the strength of
prayer and each other as God’'s Word was
celebrated each Sunday for 150 years.

As those years are celebrated, | know that
the spirit of the church’s ancestors will be felt,
and they will join today’s membership in the
commemoration. May all present find the day
to be one of inspiration, reflection on the past,
and vision for the future.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE
SYSTEM

HON. BOB SCHAFFER

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 7, 1998

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, few Americans are aware that we
have no reliable national missile defense sys-
tem. If a foreign terroristic antagonist, one
Saddam Hussein for example, were to launch
a single ballistic missile at the North American
continent, we would be defenseless to stop it,
and it is wholly unlikely that we could accom-
plish the task.

The President of the United States seems
unconcerned about the matter, even though
the technology currently exists to begin pro-
grams promising to effectively render nuclear
missiles obsolete.

To defend the President’s irresponsible poli-
cies and actions, he has deployed the cover of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen-
eral Henry H. Shelton. General Shelton has
compromised national security to carry out his
role as chief apologist for an incompetent
Commander-in-Chief—President Clinton.

Recently, General Shelton issued a commu-
nication to this Congress about the global
threat of ballistic missile attack.

Mr. Speaker, the Shelton letter was alarm-
ing, not only because it describes a very real
threat, but because it is replete with inconsist-
encies, inaccuracies, contradictions and ad-
missions all pointing to the obvious conclusion
that Americans are today in danger.

Today, | responded rather harshly to Gen-
eral Shelton’s August 24 letter to Congress. In
composing this response, | consulted many
colleagues. They share my concern, and my
conclusions and have asked that the final draft
be distributed to all Members.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | hereby submit for
the RECORD, the full text of the letter | have
today posted to General Shelton. Furthermore,
| am eager to join any Member who shares
my outrage in this matter, in actively working
to provide a reliable national missile defense
system.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
October 7, 1998
General HENRY H. SHELTON,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, The Pentagon, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR GENERAL SHELTON: Your letter to
Congress of August 24 said you ‘‘believed
that North Korea continues moving closer to
initiation of a Taepo Dong 1 Medium Range
Ballistic Missile (MRBM) testing program.”’

One week later, on August 31, attempting
to launch a satellite, North Korea tested its
Taepo Dong 1 Long Range Ballistic Missile, a
three-stage ballistic missile with an esti-
mated range of 3,000 to over 6,000 miles, or
unlimited range if used as a fractional or-
bital bombardment system.

But the Intelligence Community failed to
provide even a day’s notice of North Korea’s
Taepo Dong 1 ICBM test, or an analysis of its
purpose. The Intelligence Community cer-
tainly can not provide a three-year warning
of its ballistic missile threat.

The yardstick of adequate warning for mis-
sile tests is not, and should not, be met in
simply describing preparations for missile
tests as they unfold over the span of a few
months, weeks, or even days. Still, as pre-
mised in the obviously flawed 3+3 policy,
adequate strategic warning to implement
this policy entails predicting the appearance
of new missile systems years in advance. In
order to prevent these new emerging threats
from becoming reality, the United States
must secure advantage of the greatest
amount of time possible to deploy missile de-
fenses. Any delay threatens freedom.

The Taepo Dong 1, furthermore, is a Long
Range Ballistic Missile, an ICBM, not a Me-
dium Range Ballistic Missile as you claim.
North Korea’s Taepo Dong 1 can threaten the
United States today.

Your 3+3 ballistic missile defense program
is unconscionably leaving the American peo-
ple vulnerable to ballistic missile attack. We
need a defense today against long range bal-
listic missiles.

Intelligence Community—The Intelligence
Community failed to accurately predict the
capabilities of North Korea’s August 31 test
of its Taepo Dong 1 long range ballistic mis-
sile. The Intelligence Community failed to
correctly analyze North Korea’s ballistic
missile test.

The Intelligence Community failed to an-
ticipate and provide timely and adequately
warning of Pakistan’s acquisition and test of
its Ghuari intermediate range ballistic mis-
sile. The Intelligence Community failed to
predict the resulting nuclear tests and arms
race between India and Pakistan.

The Intelligence Community failed to pro-
vide adequate warning of lIran’s test of its
Sahab-3 intermediate range ballistic missile.
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You are relying for our defense on an Intel-
ligence Community that has repeatedly
failed to predict and warn of critical ballistic
missile and nuclear arm developments.

You are recklessly compromising the lives
and safety of tens of millions of Americans.

Rumsfeld Commission—The unanimous con-
clusion of the Rumsfeld Commission argues
strongly and conclusively against relying on
the Intelligence Community for advance
warning on ballistic missile threats. You
deny the conclusions of the Rumsfeld Com-
mission. But world events in 1998 have vali-
dated the conclusions of the Rumsfeld Com-
mission, and repudiate your findings and per-
spective.

The Rumsfeld Commission points out un-
conventional, high-risk development pro-
grams and foreign assistance can enable
rogue nations to acquire an ICBM capability
in a short time, and the Intelligence Commu-
nity may not be able to detect those efforts.
You and the Joint Chiefs of Staff view that
as an unlikely development. But North
Korea has already developed and ICBM capa-
bility, disproving your view.

The Proliferation Primer, A Majority Report
of the Subcommittee on International Secu-
rity, Proliferation, and Federal Services,
Committee on Governmental Affairs, U.S.
Senate, January 1998, describes at great
lengths the foreign assistance being given to
rogue nations by Russia, China, North Korea,
and the United States for the development of
long range ballistic missiles.

Your views on the threats we face from
long range ballistic missiles and rogue na-
tions are without basis.

Program—You suggest the 3+3 program is
an unprecedented effort to address the likely
emergence of a rogue ICBM threat, claiming
it compresses what is normally a 6-12 year
development program into 3 years, with ad-
ditional development concurrent with 3 year
development.

But we built the atomic bomb in 3 years.
We put Polaris to sea in 3.2 years. We built
four ballistic missile systems. Thor, Atlas,
Titan, and Minuteman, concurrently in
under eight years.

We can successfully build advanced tech-
nology weapons in crash programs. Your 3+3
program under President Clinton, rather
than seeking to build a ballistic missile de-
fense to meet the threats which confront us,
is needlessly compromising the security of
millions of American lives.

Technology—You claim you have ‘“‘a pru-
dent commitment to provide absolutely the
best technology when a threat warrants de-
velopment.” Yet China threatened to attack
the United States by ballistic missile in 1996.
North Korea can attack us today. Russia can
swiftly launch hundreds of long range ballis-
tic missiles against us. Where is our defense
your prudence dictates?

You claim you want to provide the best
technology for ballistic missile defense, yet
President Clinton canceled the Brilliant Peb-
bles program in 1993, which would have de-
ployed advanced ballistic missile defenses
today. President Clinton cut the Space Based
Laser technology program in 1993, an ad-
vanced technology program which the Air
Force now advocates. President Clinton also
cut programs for the research and develop-
ment of technology for ballistic missile de-
fense. Your claim is utterly false and prepos-
terous.

President Clinton dumbed down the Navy
Theater Wide ballistic missile defense pro-
gram (Navy Upper Tier) to restrict its use of
target and cuing information, restrict the
speed of its interceptor, and restrict the ca-
pability of its Kinetic Kill Vehicle. President
Clinton is pursuing ineffective and dumbed-
down ballistic missile defense technology.
President Clinton is clearly not seeking ‘“‘ab-
solutely the best technology.”
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You are using the statement of ‘““absolutely
the best technology” to delay the deploy-
ment of a strong and effective ballistic mis-
sile defense. You are needlessly placing the
lives of tens of millions of Americans at risk
of destruction by long-range ballistic mis-
siles. You are attempting to deceive Con-
gress.

Additional Funding—You claim that addi-
tional funding of ballistic missile defense
programs will not buy back any time in its
already ‘‘fast-paced schedule.” You con-
tradict the Navy’s report on its Theater
Wide ballistic missile defense program,
which points out how additional funding can
bring development by 2002 rather than 2006.
You contradict the experience of the Space
Based Laser program, where lack of funding,
especially under President Clinton, has re-
strained progress. Your views are invalid.

President Clinton is starving the funding
of the Space Based Lasers, precluding their
deployment. President Clinton canceled Bril-
liant Pebbles. Yet funding can revive those
programs. Still you deny the American peo-
ple a defense against long range ballistic
missiles.

ABM Treaty—You and the Chiefs of Staff
believe adherence to the ABM Treaty is con-
sistent with our national security interests.
But the ABM Treaty invited the massive
buildup of the Soviet nuclear missiles, and
the Soviet Union flagrantly violated its pro-
visions. You have been silent about these
violations of ‘‘arms control’’ agreements.

Furthermore, in April 1991, Dr. Henry Kis-
singer, author of the 1972 ABM Treaty, repu-
diated the treaty for being inconsistent with
our national security interests, writing,
“Limitations on strategic defense will have
to be reconsidered in the light of the Gulf
War experience. No responsible leader can
henceforth leave his civilian population vul-
nerable.”

You are irresponsible with American lives,
leaving tens of millions of Americans vulner-
able to swift, massive destruction by long-
range ballistic missiles.

Position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—The
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommends the deploy-
ment of a ballistic missile defense at 25 U.S.
cities to save the lives of 30 to 50 million
U.S. citizens. The Joint Chiefs of Staff be-
lieves it is worthwhile deploying a ballistic
missile defense to save the lives of tens of
millions of Americans.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believes that the
deployment of a ballistic missile defense will
limit the ability of a ballistic missile attack
to damage our population, industry, and
military.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believes that the
deployment of a ballistic missile defense will
provide the U.S. a strategic advantage that
will enable us to peacefully settle crises
around the world.

These views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
the deployment of a ballistic missile defense,
confident in our technological ability to
build an effective ballistic missile defense,
provide timely advice for Congress although
made in 1966.

In spite of the increasing dangers we face,
and in spite of the advances in ballistic mis-
sile defense technology we have had in 32
years, you find the advice of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to be without merit.

Summary—There is no substitute for a
strong defense against long-range ballistic
missiles. Your actions and policy of leaving
the American people undefended from long
range ballistic missiles is indefensible.

Your letter presents Congress with more
than a credibility gap. Your leadership, the
leadership of President Clinton and his Ad-
ministration, and the defense of the Amer-
ican people are incompatible.

You, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Presi-
dent Clinton are needlessly risking the lives
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of tens of millions of Americans. You are in-
viting a nuclear Pearl Harbor. But the de-
fense of the American people from the threat
of long-range ballistic missiles will not
admit delay.

It is inconceivable, sir, to arrive at any
other conclusion but that you are culpable of
dereliction of duty, leaving the lives of tens
of millions of Americans undefended from
long-range ballistic missile attack.

Your Commander-in-Chief President Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton and his assistant
Vice-President Al Gore are also derelict in
their duty to defend American lives.

Very truly yours,
BOB SCHAFFER,
Member of Congress.

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
SIDNEY R. YATES

SPEECH OF

HON. NITA M. LOWEY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 1, 1998

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay trib-
ute to my good friend and colleague, SID
YATES.

Since first joining this Congress a remark-
able fifty years ago, SID has been a paragon
of conscience and decency, shaping this great
Nation for the better through quiet persever-
ance and boundless idealism.

| have had the pleasure of serving with SiD
on the Appropriations Committee and have
watched in admiration as he successfully fund-
ed scores of worthwhile projects, many of
enormous benefit to our environment. Years
from now, when our children and grand-
children enjoy scenic vistas and waterways,
when they walk along gleaming lake fronts
and thrill to the diversity of our Nation's wild-
life, they will have SID YATES to thank. He has
always understood our powerful moral obliga-
tions to be custodians of the great outdoors.

Just as important has been SiD’'s champion-
ship of the arts. In the midst of controversy
and contention, SID has always been a
staunch and eloquent defender of the NEA. To
those who would inflame public passions
about the controversial margins of the artistic
world, SID responded with a calm affirmation
of the arts’ central role in our national life.
How many orchestras and exhibitions, how
many performances and plays, owe their very
existence to SiD’s faithful leadership? Indeed,
the NEA itself might have been overwhelmed
by its critics had not SID YATES been a mem-
ber of this Congress.

For me, it has also been a great honor to
sit with SID YATES on Appropriations’ Foreign
Operations Subcommittee. There, he has
been an articulate spokesperson for American
leadership around the world and a fierce de-
fender of Israel's interests. It is entirely fitting
that SiD’s first election to Congress should
occur in the very year of Israel’'s declaration of
statehood. And that, from this high vantage,
SID should be able to watch Israel's develop-
ment from a threatened outpost between the
desert and the sea, to a modern, thriving na-
tion, bursting with technology, artistry, and in-
novation. SID YATES played no small role in
Israel’s inspiring progress.

Mr. Speaker, SID YATES leaves this House
diminished by his departure, yet wiser for his
service. | know that SID YATES' integrity and
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courage will remain a model to countless pub-
lic servants for many years to come.

HU KOMPLIMENTA 1 PLANUN
HAGATNA

SPEECH OF

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD

OF GUAM
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 7, 1998

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, today |
wish to commend the efforts of the many citi-
zens on Guam who organized and actively
took part in “Project Hagatfa.” This island-
wide initiative has connected generations on
Guam with our Chamorro heritage and has in-
stilled in us our common values as a people
longing to strengthen our identity and culture
as native pacific-islanders. Project Hagatfia
Project Hagatfia incorporated a multi-faceted
approach by sponsoring scores of events that
built upon our cultural backgrounds and re-
newed our energy to learn our history. The
events were planned in confluence with the
Centennial of the Spanish American War.

As my colleagues may know, the Guam leg-
islature recently changed the name of our cap-
ital city from “Agana” to “Hagatfia ” (Guam
Public Law 24-162) in hopes of restoring and
promoting our ancestral village names while at
the same time trying us to our cultural roots.

| would like to commend the following indi-
viduals for their remarkable efforts in coordi-
nating Project Hagatfia: Lourdes C.N. Ada,
Benigno-Joseph Umagat, John San Nicolas,
Annabelle Perez, Jeffrey Edubalad, Teresita
N. Taitano, Robert J. Umagat, John Garica,
Donna Paulino, Lelani Farrales, Lourdes
Alonso, Kennedy Jim, Mayleen San Nicolas,
Josusa M. Hayes, Clotlde R. Peredo, Patrick
S. Leddy, and Peter Alexis Ada.

My congratulations to the people of Guam
on the success of Project Hagatfia, may its
work continue to remind us of our unique cul-
tural place in the world and strengthen our
heritage.

H.R. 4717: DRAFT OF THE CON-
SERVATION AND REINVESTMENT
ACT OF 1999

HON. DON YOUNG

OF ALASKA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 7, 1998

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, since
July 17, 1998, Congressman JOHN DINGELL,
W.J. “BILLY” TAUzIN, RICHARD BAKER, CHRIS
JOHN, and | have been circulating a discussion
draft and asking for comments to help further
this legislative proposal. Our proposal is based
on the idea that funds derived from outer con-
tinental shelf or OCS activities should be
shared with coastal states impacted by the de-
velopment, as well as reinvested into con-
servation. Today, we, along with several of our
colleagues, will be introducing H.R. 4717.

To set the stage we must digress to the
topic of oil and gas revenues paid to the Fed-
eral Treasury by companies involved in pro-
ducing the federal mineral estate. Currently,
would-be oil and gas operators on our public
lands, and in federal waters, must bid for a
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